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ABSTRACT

REVISITING THE STAFF--STATIC OR DYNAMIC? by MAJ Drew
N. Early, USA, 57 pages.

This monograph examines the US Army tactical
staff. Although the staff’s importance to tactical
success is recognized, it remains the product of
evolutionary development. Rather than adapting in a
proactive manner, changes in staff structure and
organization continue as a result of responding to
previous conditions and problens.

The monograph first provides a background of staff
development. The history of the staff is analyzed,
assessing the ralationship between technology and the
need for staff representation that could best extract
leverages from technological innovations. Establishing
this relationship provides insight into changing
requirenents for today’s staff.

A doctrinal analysis examines the present role of
the tactical staff. This analysis is made, considering
the significant mission changes that are associated
with full-dimensional operations in a force projection
environment. The assessment uses lessons learned from
recent experiences. Recommendations for improving
problen areas are combined with technological insights
that suggest modifications to the current staft.
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Introduction

"The Romans said, "If you would have

peace, you must be prepared for war."

And while we pray for peace, we can

never fcrget that organization, no less

than a bayonet or an aircraft carrier,

is a weapon of war."

Rep. Bill Nichols®

A vast amount of study of the art of warfare
revolves around the personality and character of the
commander, the nature and type of weaponry, the
specific tactics used in given battles, and the
consequential impacts of tholo'aspcctn on subsequent
history. One component of military history, however,
which is seldom given serious consideration in any such
study concerns the role and responsibillities of the
staff.

Deapite the significant allocations of resources
in terms of training, personnel, and aquipment that
make up the staff, little forethought seams to have
gone into its use and development. This lack of
consideration has particular relevance in today’s
environment of austerity, where greater efficiencies
are demanded from cxisting resources.

This monograph analyzes the staff and recommends
adjustments to improve its organization and structure.

The existing tactical staff is assessed, with a view

toward maximizing its effective utilization in support

of current Army operations. The monograph shows that




technelogy influences staff organization and structure
by creating the need for certain types of staff
officers. Commanders need this staff representation in
order to understand and maximize the effects of
technolegy.

The staff is a product of historical evolution.
It is the result of a commander’s need for some
particular type of expertise that helps him expleit a
caertain capability, or (more commonly) to relieve him
of distracting burdens. From its inception, the start
has existed to facilitate command and control
processaes. Additicnally, it has provided the
assurances that come from the collective c¢cxzpetencies
of the staff as a whole, guarding against the
incompetence of any one individual.? In this manner,
the presence of a staff does not necessarily guarantee
a victory, but it at least serves as a form of
insurance pracluding a military unit from making a
crit ical error that would lead to certain disaster.’®

The present structure of the tactical staff

reflocts previous needs for operational support and
assistance to the commander that may no longer have
relevance on the battlefield. Although its current
structure may satisfy existing command and control (C2)

requirements, it does not necessarily follow that the

existing staff structure will be most effective or




efficient in supporting current or near-term US Army
operations.

This monograph focuses on the role of the staff in
its support of tactical operations, with particular
emphasis on the significant changes associated with
full~-dimensional operations‘. A brief overview of the
historical development of the staff is provided, along
with an in-depth historical analyais cf those staft
modifications made by commanders as they strove to
exploit the efficiencies and leverages made possible by
technological advances. The effectiveness of the
current US Army tactical staff structure, and its
ability in supporting full-dimensional operations is
discussed. The value of this study is its proactive
approach to staff design, based on clues provided by
historical and doctrinal analysis. The conclusion
sunnarizes the research results and presents

recommendations.

HISTORICAL OVERVIEHW
"Generally, management of many is the same
as management of few. It is a matter of
organization."
Sun Tzu*
The actual origins of the institution of the staff
are lost in time. Sun Tzu’s comment points to an
understanding of basic staff organizational techniques.

Initial indications of a military staff date from the
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period of the Egyptian Pharaoh, Thothmes (1600 B.C.),
with written references to his staff surviving today.*
Indications of a structured staff’s existence are
evident throughout the achievemsnts of many of the
notable military leaders, from the time of Alexander to
that of Fredefick the Great.

Ancient efforts at organizing for combat revolved
around attermpts to set up and coordinate the use of
tactical formations in a manner that would reflect
their relative strengths while masking any weakness.’
Associated military thought began to evolve, not in a
vacuum, but simultaneously with cultural and scientific
progress.® Initial indications of a military linkage
with technology began to develop with the "...expanding
use of the special arms, such as artillery"® and the
need for advisers to assist the commander in proper use
of these new capabilities.

Logistically, the advent of staff officers as
advisors on the distribution of food emerged with the
armies of Gustavus Adolphus. These developnments all
began to reflect the growing spscialization of military
functions, especially those functions performed by
staf! officers.'?

First notice of a modern, significant statff

structure appeared shortly before the Napoleonic

period. The effort that would eventually support




Napoleon’s own natural genius had its firm roots in the
works of de Bourcet!' and Thiebault, and subsequently
flourished under Berthier, as Napoleon’s Chief of
Startft.

Given the new nature and magnitude of Napoleonic
armies it became vital that the staff assume a greater
role. The army had expanded to such a massive size
that a single individual could no longer effectively
control the entire body. Recognizing the unwieldy
nature of the mass army, Napoleon used de Bourcet'’s
development of the division.??

Placing his forces under subordinate commanders
gave Napoleon the capability to operate more
efficiently, devoting his own efforts to the planning
and execution of plans and operations, supported by
both Berthier’s staff and the Maison (Napoleon’s
version of a personal staff).!> Napoleon left the
multitude of administrative tasks necessary to contro.
the vast human resources harnessed by the levee en
masse to another staff agency--Daru’s administrative
and economic organizations.'*

As military and political observers grappled with
the mystery of determining just how Napoleon was able
to achieve the victories that he did, they became

convinced that his supporting staff structure was one

element that led to success. British, Prussian, and




even US eftourts before and during the American Civil
War all reflected the influences of the Napoleonic
army, to include elements of his staffing procedures.
This particula” avenue of investigation would reach its
fullest extension under the Prussians, with the advent
of their Generalstadb (or General Staff, in English--a
corruption of the German phrase which originally merely
referred to all personnel u.ndexr the general’s

command'®* and would later evolva into its current
meaning).

In the late nineteenth century, Prussian successes
against Austria, Denmark and France had set the stage
for both imitation and experimentation in staff
development by the French, and to a lesser degree, the
British.** By the time of the American Expeditionary
Force’s (AEF) arrival in France during WWI, General
Pershing had begun a close study of prevailing staff
systems.!” Recognizing the benefits of the staff as
embodied by the Allies, he established by an AEF
General Order, on February 16, 1918, the basics of
today’s familiar tactical staff structure of G-1
through G-5'*, (G-1 represents the staff section that
performs personnel and administrative functions, the G-
2 section is concerned with intelligence/counter-
intelligence and security, the G-3 section is concerned

with operations, the G-4 section is concerned with



logistics, and the G-5 section was originally concerned

’ with training. The training functicn would later move
to the G-3’s scope of operations and the G-5 would
ultimately focus on civil-military matters.)

The Napoleonic influence persists today, as many
of the concepts of the staff described by Thiebault
persist in US staff principles.'® Certainly, the
initial staff structure of 1918 has changed to some
degrse. Yet, the evolutionary process continues,
addressing the deficiencies of existing staff

organizations only as the need bacomes apparent.

HISTORICAL ANALY3IS

"The art of war--as it is certainly the
noblest of all arts so in the progress of
improvement it nezessarily becomes one of
the most complicated among them... ... in
order to carry it out to perfection, it is
necessary that it bacome the sole or
principal occupation of a particular class
of citizens."

Adan Smith*

Until the time of the Industrial Revolution,
warfare remained a fairly static institution. The
decisive factor in battle was the commander’s ability
to combine all the aspects of a particular fighting
force, (whether hardware, training, doctrine, or
organization) into a decisive whole.?*

The advent of technology began a rapid series of

changes to the face of warfare. Its application in

T




military operations, especially in fortress warfare,
dictated changes in emphasis for the staff. If a
commander truly wanted to take advantage of any
potential leverages afforded by the application of a
new technology, a technically competent starf was a
necessity.*

Not until the nineteenth century, however, would
the true impact of technology begir "o be felt on
military operations. Some of this impact would be felt
in other than traditional military terms of new weapons
with greater power or extended ranges. Technologies
associated with roads, vehicles, communications, and
timekeeping also went a long way toward dictating the
character of military operations.®

Although indications of significant impacts of
technology on existing staffing needs had bequn to
appear, traditional staff models associated with the
Napoleonic example remained relatively unchanged.
Ironically, this inattention to the staff took place at
precisely the time that the Industrial Revolution
spawned major technological advances that would greatly
affect the conduct of warfare.’* The advances of the
telegraph, railroad, and steam engine (as motive power
for the railroad and shipping) presented important

opportunities for change to the conduct of war.?*

Still, there was not a complete hiatus in staff




development for the US Army at this time. The direct
influence of non-military technological advances on
military staffing was first evidenced in John C.
Calhoun’s creation of the Subsistence Department during
his tenure as Secretary of War (1817-1825%5).? Calhoun
used the staff, with its technical expertise, to advise
him on military implications of new food preservation
techniques.

Initial recognition for a need for staff expertise
in new tichnoloqical areas came from Prussia. The
railroad, with its own source of motive power,
represented the greatest revolution in land mobility
since the advent of the wheel.?” For the first time,
an army could direct its entire strength into an
enemy’s country.’® The Prussians, quick to recognize
this fact and noting Benedek’s accomplishments in mass
movements of Austrian troops, estahlished a railway
section in 1859,* and added an expert on railways,
Count von Wartenstein, to the staff.’ The
sophistication of the Germans in this respect is
noteworthy, recognizing and satisfying a need for staff
expertise in railroads two years prior to the American
Civil war.”

The Germans’ quick appreciation of the
capabilities offered by exploiting the new-found

mobility of railroads would reap benefits just seven




years later, during the Koeniggraetz campaign.
Ironically, the country that had been impressed by
Austrian uses of the railroad would now overtake their
Austrian adversaries in use of this new capability.
"The side that emerged v.ictorious was the side whosa
army had used five railways to deploy (as against only
one used by its opponent)."?*?

T \s victory did not come without significant
effort. The details of maximizing this new capability
and coordinating movements of men, supplies, weapons,
and trains demanded a level of exacting staff work
requiring significant accuracy over previous, ad hoc
attempts.*

A need for staffs capable of exhibiting a level . -
technological sophistication had emerged. German
interest in new technical developments would continue,
witnessed by a dramatic increase in the numbers of
technical specialists on their ataffs.*

As the US moved into the Civil War, both Union and
Confederate staff inadequacies became readily apparent.
The Napoleonic staff model used by both sides initially
in the conflict was not up to the challenges of the
extended lines of large Civil War Armies.**

Commanders were confronted with the need to develop an
adequate staff system that could handle the new-found

mobility of mass armies moving across multiple,
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extended lines of operation.’ 1In fact, some
commanders, (notably Lee), would never find an adeguate
staff model that could meet the rapidly changing needs
of technology.?” Technology’s impact had bagun to
influence staffing requirements.

Among the first to comprehend this during the
Civil war was McClellan. With a recent background in
railroads (chief engineer of the Illinocis and Central
Railroad in 1857, then prasident of the Ohio and
Mississippi Railroad in 1860),* he appreciated the
strategic potential of railroads.” The challenge was
to harness that potential.

Railroads typified the Industrial Revolution,
moving warfare into an ever-more complex realm.

A natural response to this complexity was to turn to
the mechanism of the staff. It could provide for
better control cf any capability afforded by
technology.*® In conjunction with Montgomery Meigs
McClellan established staff responsibilities for rail
operations, placing that &area within the purview of the
Quartermaster Department.‘

This action heralded an equally significant
development--modern logistical staff procedures that
reflected the emerging importance of logistics,
especially in the areas of supply and transport.

Mass armies that were armed and delivered to the

11




battlefield by the fruits of the Industrial Revolution
were of little value if those armies could not be
sustained.

This hard fact was guickly driven home to
McClellan. During the Peninsular Campaign, ad hoc
logistical planning lost him almost half of his
supplies. McClallan had formally designated a
Quartermaster for his army; Rufus Ingalls was charged
with responsibilities for establishing a provisional
supply system.‘’ 1Ingalls adroitly responded to the
mistakes in planning--being the first to establish the
concept of an order of march for resupply columns along
with an associated staff system to make it work.*®

Sherman, too, recognized that the expanded
capability for movement and deployment of his forces
mandated an increasingly sophisticated logistical staff
structure. He appointed L. L. Easton as a start
officer for logistics with full authority for
coordinating the supply system and linking it with
operational planning. This represented a important
step toward a modern staff organization.‘* Sherman
appreciatead the aexpanded opportunities that railroads
offered him, allowing him to project and coordinate the
movement of forces over greater distances in less time.
He also understood the significant role that this new

capability provided his supply system. 1In an

12




innovative manner, Sherman took his railhead into the
field, never letting it lag more than four days behind
his army.*

Overall, Unicn efforts to master the technological
challenges presented to logistics moved from initial
theory to practice. 1In this particular area, the
development of a modern staff system was especially
evident. From a logistical perspective, staff
development was strongly influenced by the advent of
new technology.

Another significant, new technological influence
of the period was in the area of communications. Among
initial organizational problems of Civil War forces was
their underdevaloped and experimerital state of military
communications.*” Improved communication procedures
would benefit C2 across all functional areas.
Telegraphic capabilities developed in response to the
demands for controlling actions across the Civil War
battlefields.*® Ancillary civil interests in
communications also supported improvements in this
area, but the primary driver bshind Civil war
conmunications development remained the need for
enhanced tactical and strategic coordinatien.*®

McClellan was among the first to recognize the
need for technically literate staff personnel who could

master this new technology. He established positions

13
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for staff signal officers in the Army of the Potomac,
and then, after succeeding winf;cld Scott, he did the
same for the US Army." Other generals also began to
appreciate the potential of the telegraph.*™

The use of this new technology dramatically
changed warfare, particularly by its support to C2
mechanisms. Union success at Chattanooga resulted fronm
both good tactical communications and improved staft
procedures.®® This innovation did require staff
understanding and representation (in terms of a staff
signal officer) in order to make best usme of it, but
the dividends, in terms of enhanced control, not only
assistcd the commander but also dramatically enhanced
the effectiveness of all staff elements.

Linkages between staff developments and advances
in technology were not limited to the American
experience. 1In 1863, changes to the existing Russian
staff system began.®” As Russian technological
development was less advanced than that of its
contemporaries, the pace of change was not as swift,
yet Qa- atill noticeable to outside observers.
Notably, technology enhanced the role of the staff
specialist®*, both in the Russian Main (General) staff
as well as with troop staffs. This trend continuad.
As a direct result, technology became one of the most

dominant influences on Russian military developmant

14




throughout the era prior to the First World war®,
emphasiz.ng the need for a staff that was expanded in
both scope and authority. .

Still, the preeminent staff organization of the
period would be found in the Prussian version.
Continuing to learn and refine the lessons of its wars
with Denmark, Austria, and France, the Prussians haad
the first staff trained to meet the growing complexity,
size, and technology of military organizations of the
latter half of the nineteenth century.* They |
continued their established practices of staff rides,
formal schooling, and alternating line with staff
assignuents, stil) keeping abreast of technological
innovations.

As the century drew to a close, the US Army was
eager to exploit the capabilities offered by new
technological developments, supporting the precepts of
mass, combined arms amployment, and unity of
command.” It was only through the application of
technology that commanders could begin to meet these
precepts. |

Still, as anxious as the Army may have been to
exploit any technological leverage, it is important to
emphasize the point that commanders were not interested

in technology for its own sake. Instead, they were

interestad in what the effective application and use of




that technology could do for them," either in terms
of new capabllities or expanded existing ones. .
By the end of the nineteenth century,
technological change had introduced enormous
complexities to warfare. With Marconi’s invention of
the radio, improved communication abilities (radio and
telegraph) were coupled with an evolving staff systenm
that was trying to become more effective. These joint
efforts at improving €2 on the battlefield (through
improved communications and staff procedures) would go
a long way to regain some measure of control, in the
face of new battlefield complexities.*®

The following dilemma developed: the same
Industrial Revolution that produced machanisms capable
of assisting the commander in controlling his torces,
also made possible the mass armies that taxed the
existing control structures in a manner never
previously viaualizcd; Without the staff as a control
mechanism, the mass armies of pre~World War One would
have been unmanageable.*

As events moved toward the First World War,
inventions from the civil sector had begun to develop
certuin military applications. Ultimately, the
presence of each of these technologically-based
innovations would be represented by special staff

officers who understood the new technologies and were
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able to assist tho commander in their particular
application(s).

The experience of the First World War exposed
Twentieth Century armivs to a number of technically-
driven changes on the battlefield.* Among the Great
War’s significant changes were the use of chemical
weapons, radio, the airplane, and the internal
combustion engine.

The origins of the Chemical Corps and the
attendant need for chemical staff officers to advise
the commander on the complexities of chemical warfare
has firm roots in this era. (In fact, it was the
initial Allied blockade strategy that caused German
chemists to turn to the synthesis of otherwise
unobtainable chemical compounds and ultimately explore
the use of noxious chemicals as potential technological
levers for Germany).* The rich traditions of Army
Aviation, with its attendant staffing requirements,
also date from this time.

The overall explosion of all of the Technical
Services (Engineer, Motor Tranaportation,
Quartermaster, Medical Service, Ordnance, and Signal)
within the US Army was especially striking. Upon US
entry into the war, the technical branches comprised
approximately one tenth of the total Army strength, yet

by the close of the war (less than 21 months later),

17
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the technical services constituted approximately one
third of the Army’s total peak strength, exclusive of
trainees.* Concurrent with the growth cf these
technically-oriented branches was their representation
on the new AEF staff model established by an AEF order
on 16 February, 1918,‘ and applied down to divisional
lovel.

One particular WWI innovatior is often
overshadowed by the glamour or fear of the plane, tank,
poison gas, or radio. Yet, it bears special emphasis--
the impact of the internal combustion engine used in
ground transport. Some indications of its relative
importance have already been alluded to in reference to
the rapid growth of the American technical branches.
The application of this specific technology did not go
unnoticed by others.

The Germans were quick to gain an appreciation for
the relative merits of trucks in mass movements of
troops. In 1917, they created a transportation section
within the staff (in addition to their existing railway
section), and assigned a staff signal officer from
Fourth German Army Headquarters® to this newly
created post. Some signifilcaace should be attached to
this action; not only was the need for a staff motor
transportation officer recognized under wartime

conditions, but it was then filled by a capable young
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signal officer who would later become famous for his
grasp of armored warfare--Heinz Guderian!*

~ By war’s end, the need for staff officers with a
technical grasp of new mjilitary capabilities matched
the emergence and applications of new technologies.
Integrative effects on command and control of field
wire, radio, and aviation expanded the scope of
military operations. Associated with this growth was
the inevitable increase in complexity, "... making
staffs nore noco-uiry and synchronization of functions
more important."*’ Facts continued to indicate a
linkage between technology and the need for staff
representation of that technology in order for any new
capability to be fully exploited.

In the post World War II era, the need for
technologically-competent staff officers would be
accelerated. 1In large part, this was due to a
continuing belief that, for America, technical
solutions could be found for most military problems.*
During this period, US strengths were perceived as a
function of technological achievements and Americans
wanted defense policies that played to those strengths,
rather than placing manpower at risk.* The growing
sophistication and ever-increasing complexities of
warfare was recognized and accepted by the US Army in

ites acknowledgement in the Field Service Regqulation
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that victory in modern war was dependent on troops and
commanders mastering complex skills, which were mainly
technical in nature.”

The rate of technological innovatior«¢ introduced
to the Army was unparalleled in any peacetine
environment.’” Fueled by the threat of Communism, a
very substantial research and development effort’
sought to maintain (and increase) US leads in
tochnoloqy." Systems were introduced, then
subsequently replaced by even newer systems, as the
Army sought to exploit the advantages offered by the
application of physics, electronics, and automation.

This period marked the occurrence of a revolution
in the tachnological complexity of warfare.’”* The
nation witnessed the emergence of the technical
specialists--those who had the requisite skills,
knowledge, and ability to effectively utilize complex
systens. These systems were initially associated with
the fields of navigation and fire control, then
expanded into related areas of missile guidance,
nuclear weapons, electronic countermeasures, teletype
and cryptographic applications, and automated data
processing support.”

Concurrent with the emergence of these new,
complex systems was the need for special staff

officers. These individuals could competently advise
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the commander on how to orchestrate new technological
capabilities into effects that best supported the
commander’s intent.

The criticality for technically gskilled and well-~
versed staff officers quickly became apparent. It was
strikingly demonstrated in a post-exercise observation
written by an Army physician after Exercise Desert Rock
VI (involving the positioning and maneuver of a
composite armored force, Task Force Razor, in the
vicinity of a 30-kiloton atomic detonation).’ He
indicated that "... even victims of a 700-rad dose
would not raquire ’‘any significant attention’ for at
least a week after exposure."”

Contrast the Army physician’s conclusion with the
actual case history of a physicist at the Los Alamos
National Laboratory who was accidentally irradiated in
21 May, 1946. The physicist received at least 590
roentgens of radiation during an accident associated
with an experiment and died nine days later.™
Current US Army planning factors indicate that doses of
650 rads will affect 100% of personnel within two
hours, requiring hospitalization, and with fatalities
in excess of fifty per cent expected within sixteen
days.” (Note: a rad is a measure of absorbed energy:;
a roentgen is a measure of released energy. In this

case, the two measures of radiation are roughly
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equivalent). This example graphically illustrates the
need for technologically-competent staff officers who
can both facilitate the C2 process and prevent errors
resulting from ignorance cor over-enthusiasm on the part
of commanders or other staff members.

The historical analysis indicates that a definite
linkage exists between technology and associated staff
officer requirements. This linkage becomes even more
discernible as warfare becomes more complex. In order
to achieve the decisive advantages afforded by new
technological capabilities, a commander must have staff
officers who understand the new technology and its best

application in a military environment.

ANALYSIS OF CURRENT STAFF STRUCTURE

"Your staff won’t win the war for
you, but it can prevent you from
winning."
LTG John E. Miller*°
Today’s commander makes use of many different
kinds of specialized assistance,*' but the staff
remains one of his key tools. The commander needs
control over his organization, and the staff supports
this control function. This function has become even
more complex due to political uncertainties and changes
in traditional missions. The staff’s mission remains
in support of the commander*’, and its organizational

importance is recognized.*®
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Changes in traditional tactical mission focus,
reinforced with the prospects of increasingly
sophisticated technologies, mark the near ternm
environment as more complex in nature.‘'* Factors
causing uncertainty include potential political
instability and new roles and missions for the US Army
that are associated with full-dimensional operations.
This increase in diversity and complexity makes it even
more important, yet difficult, for an organization to
coordinate and predict the behavior of each and every
one of its component parts.* The need for an
enhanced control capability for military organizations
has developad.

The necessity of a staff for the efficient
operation of any organization is an important elenment
of control.* It is this aspect of control that is of
interest to the commander. He seeks control in order
to eliminate, whenever possible, the risks of
uncertainty.*” Still, control only remains an adjunct
to command, itself,* functioning as a support
mechanism.®® Staff officers assist the commander in
this control function, with special staff officers
advising the commander in professional and technical
areas.™

The battle staff’s purpose is to assist the

commander in making and executing timely tactical
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decisions.’ This emphasis on supporting the

commander and implementing his will is a dominant theme
in current and emerging doctrine for US Army staff
operations.*® Because the staff’s influence is felt

at every level, it offers some of the greatest
potential payoffs for reducing complexity®® and
extracting greater efficiencies from existing
resources. Adjustments in the staff remain this
paper’s focus for improving control and reducing
uncertainty. '

The infiuences of technology and its assinilation
have been historical agents of change for the staff.
Other catalysts for change lie in significant shifts in
doctrinal employment of forces.

Future trends of technology on requirements for
certain types of staff officers a;"e not totally clear,
but some significant clues do exist. Technological
advances continue to affect the modern battlefield.™
The transformation of technological capabilities into
relevant military applications continues to be an
important area for staffing support.”™ The
ramifications of technology’s growth compels a
continued, associated increase in the availability of
skilled, qualified pecple necessary to maater it.”

One of the values of the staff is that it offers a

convenient vehicle to inject the benefits of technology
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into an organization.® The staff plays a key role in
introducing technology into organizations,® and it is
the potential advantages offered by the exploitation of
technology that remains of interest to the military.*

This implies a need for an element of adaptability
to exist within a military unit. A requirement for
military organizations to be capable of change does
exist, since neither human affairs or technology remain
static.!® The consequences for organizations failing
to respond to changed political or technological
environments are dramatic.?® The staff continues to
be a convenient vehicle for introducing change into a
military unit.

One significant area of technological change
revolves around the management of information. Trends
continue to indicate a greater requirement for the
conmander to exhibit enhanced rapid decision-making,
due to the expansion in complexity and depth of
operations. Subsequent staff requirements to
synchronize these greater efforts are also
increasead.'*?

The realm of synchronization has one major thread
that is common to all activities-~the necessity for
information. An entire area of study has emerged that
deals with the controlled manipulation of information.

! Some of the greatest enhancements from technology may
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lie in the area of knowledge engineering’®’, also

known as information engineering. However, controlling
the flow of information is only one portion of overall
technological influences on information.

The accurate retention of information, and
subseguent relay of critical information, even after
the departure of resident expertise, is now
possible.!** The systems that provide this capability
are formally known as expert systems. Expert systems
are automated decision support aids that capture the
transient expertise of resident experts and allow that
knowledge to be passed along to others. The emergence
of information management technology suggests that a
new staff officer skilled in information engineering
techniques and expert systems can offer significant
potential to a commander.

As this technological proliferation has expanded
the potential capabilities and effectiveness of the
military, it has given the military an increased
capability for involvement in an uncertain and diverse
range of missions, with subseguent heightened needs for
cooxrdination and control.*®™ The mission requirements
associated with a force projection policy, instead of
forward presence, increasg¢ the complexities faced by a
modern commander. These developments force an

adaptation to the mannor and conduct of conventional
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military operations.'*

Drastic changes in international and domestic
political systems have altered the very context in
which the application of military force is now
contemplated.’®” The scope of US military efforts
oncompasses nontraditional missions'*® as well as the
new requirements for full-dimensional operations. FM
100-5 recognizes this significant shift, and the rieed
for an Army commander to apply "... all means available
to him in order to accomplish any given mission,
decisively and at the least cost, across the full range
of possible operations."'°® There is an inherent
tension between the competing components of
decisiveness and efficiency; the mechanism of the staff
can mitigate this tension.

This shift in perspective brings a corresponding
change to traditional views of military force. 1In
particular, two elements of military operations, the
development and deployment of forces, have attained new
importance. These two areas are key to the i
determination of success or failure for any actual
operation involving deployments.'’®

Within the focus of supporting force-projection or
full dimensional operations, the impact of logistics
has taken on greater meaning. Logistics is a

significant part of any operation ilnvolving the
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development or deployment of forces. Because logistics
plays such a key role in full-dimensional operations,
doctrinal analysis of the staff reflects the staff’s
ability to facilitate logistics, as well as C2.

The successes of recent US Army operations are
notable. Still, there are always things that could
have been done better and the Center for Army Lessons
Learned (CALL) has captured many of these lessons.
Some of the lessons were learned during the actual
conduct of operations; others resulted from
concentrated efforts to determine the causes of common
problems seen during training events at the Combat
Training Centers.

CALL observations are supplemented by remarks from
other agencies that comment on weaknesses in the
current staff structure, ranging from official
governmental reports to individually recorded
observations. These observations as a whole indicate
deficiencies in the areas of staff transportation
expertise, civil affairs capability, liaison officer
availability, Reserve Component support for critical
skills, and the overall conduct of continuous
operations.

A significant component of full-dimensional

operations involves deployment. This has placed a

greater stress on organic unit movement planning




capabilities as well as the traditional structure of
' the Division and Corps Transportation Offices (DTO and
CTO, respeactively).

Increased deployment requirements for all tactical
units mandate an understanding of unit movement
procedures. Unlt movements continue to occur at the
battalion task force and brigade level, yet the
functional expertise to carry out these operations
formally exists only at the division level.

Significant assistance to deploying units from
installation support activities only masks the problem,
particularly when units must then prepare for
redeployment.

CALL has noted this situation, commenting that
some expertise needs to exist at the deployable unit
level. Unit Movement Officers (UMOs) can receive
formal training through the Joint Strategic Deployment
Training Center at FT Eustis, VA and assist in this
area.!'' CALL makes a recommendation for Unit
Movement Specialists (Military Occupational Specialty
(MOS): 88N) to be on deploying staffs and assist in
both the planning and execution of unit moves in order
to ensure organizational readiness for force projection
requirements.'*?

Associated staffing analysis of the CTO and DTO

indicates that an increasing need for transportation
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expertise has developed. Currently understaffed, these
offices range in size from two each personnel within a
CTO'** and two to five personnel within the DTO.**

One theme for further analysis concerns the impact of
these slim margins of staffing on the ability of these
offices to conduct continuous round-~the-clock
operations.'!*

Adjustments to these noted staffing problems would
facilitate logistics. An organic staff understanding
of transportation procedures would certainly enhance a
battalion or brigade task force in its ability to
anticipate in support of force projection operations.
This type of facility would also allow for better
synchronization of unit efforts with existing
transportation assets, to include higher-level
planners. A more robust transportation staff
capability at division or corps would support the
concept of continuity, with someone always available to
handle emerging issues.

This capability would also enhance the
responsireness of the existing transportation
apparatus, particularly if deploying units were made
rore aware of sensitivities within the transportation
structure~-such as not deploying with uploaded weapon
systems and causing surface watercraft to ground

themselves out on loading berths due to vehicles being
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uploaded with basic loads. 1In this particular case
‘involving the 24th Infantry Division, units had not
updated previous deployment data.''* The additional
unprogrammed weight of basic loads caused the ship to
settle into the harbor’s silt, and delayed loading
operations until the advent of hightide reflcated the
ship, with some equipment then subsequently offloaded.
Resident staff expertise in transportation matters on
the part of the deploying units could have avoided this
problem. The totality of the assessment in this area
suggests that significant benefit could derive from a
resident transportation capability imbedded in
deployable battalion and brigade staffs, along with
that augmentation necessary to allow divisional and
corps~-level transportation offices to conduct
continuous operations.

The next area that needs stafting adjustments is
in Civil Affairs and civil-military operations (CMO).
This area is particularly important because
international law establishes provisions for victorious
powers (even liberating forces'’’) to execute certain
responsibilities for basic satety and security toward
the people of the area of cperations.'® To do
otherwise really makes the use of military force within
that specific area politically problematic.''*

Despite the importance of civil affairs and CMO,
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particularly on the longterm impacts of military
operations, considerations involving this area remain
very weak. The focuts on CMO remains very short term
and after-the~fact.'” Yet political concerns and

civil prob.ems nust be part of the "stock-in trade" of
staff officers.'" This lack of interest in civil
affairs was noted in recent experiences'’®, dating

back to Korea.'** It has also beaen noted in US
doctrine, particularly identifying the need for a civil
affairs officer at brigade and battalion level (the
level of unit execution for Operation JUST CAUSE). The
need for civil affairs personnel exists at this level
to ensure liaison with the local populace.:’* Later

on, the requirement for an increased liaison capability
will resurface.

Changes in the staffing of civil affairs personnel
can also facilitate logistics. cConsider the key
support that these officers can provide in interface
with host nation representatives, in order to get host
nation assistance, routing information, and advance
deternination of any special requirements. The use, up
front, of civil affairs could provide especially
valuable information on relative operational conditions
and needs within the area of operations. Key benefits
arising from aggressive civil affairs employment would

then follow in determining any additional, unprogrammed
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local support requirements as well asz augmenting US
needs with local capabilities.

The civil affairs asset is found, for the most
part, in the Reserve Components (RC), which presents
special challenges of availability and development of
vorking relationships with Active Component (AC)
counterparts on a day-to-day basis. Problems exist
with the dependence on the RC to meet staffing
requirements for short-notice operations. Recent
deploynent experiences indicate that commanders have
only a forty eight to seventy two hour window of
opportunity to make deployment decisions in a crisis
action planning mode.'*® Yet, the mobilization
pattern of the RC does not support the swift activation
of key personnel.

The slow responsiveness of activation of RC staff
organizations carries over into another area that
affects logistics, that of the Rear Area Operations
Center (RAOC). RAOCs provide C2 to the rear and
coordinate overall protection efforts aimed at
maintaining the continuity of logistics functions. Yet
these C2 organizations are all Reserve Component'®®;
so, many unit organizations make up this absence in the
short term by out-of-hide adjustments'? from existing
staff and subordinate units (typically the Provost
Marshal office, G-2, G-4, and Division Support
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Command)**. This situation aggravates any existing
staffing shortages that already existed within these :
offices.

A continucus need fcr liaison officers (LNOs)
energed in the research process, but is best summed up
by "the number of liaison officers assigned to tactical
units is insufficient.%'* This comment takes on new
emphasis due to increased interoperability requirements
associated with allied'’ and combined/coalition
operations.’®* For some time, the US has recognized
the need for LNOs during exchanges within NATOY?, A
significant elemont of success is associated with the
uge of LNOs in multinational operations.:*

Requirements for additional LNO capability are
most pronourced at the divisional level®*, but also
apply to other deploying tactical formations'*®*. The
use of LNOs would especially enhance integration and
synchronization.

The need for continuous operations and
synchronization'’® mandates that the staff conduct
around-the~clock operations. Yet, actual resourcing of
the manning levels required to support twenty four hour
operations has not occurred. This shortfall is
aespecially prevalent when a liaison function within a
staff section has been recognized as necessary, yet the

capability of that liaison element is not robust enough
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for continuous operations.'¥’

The logistical elements associated with a command
and control function have been especially taxed.
Staffing of the forward support battalion is inadequate
for it to accomplish its normal battalion C2 functions
and also serve as a rear battle headquarters.'’®
Consider the combined effects of this inadequacy and
associate it with the previously mentioned lack of a
RAOC-~it only makes the problem worsae! This shortfall
is not supported by logistical staff assistance from
the maneuver brigades, either. The typical brigade S-4
~section is suthorized four personnel. This does not
provide for an adequate staff presence at both the
brigade Tactical Operations Center (TOC) and the
Administrative/Logistics Operation Center.:*® another
emerging phenomena involves split-based logistices. The
use of split-based logistics has many positive
consequences, but it also mandates a need for a
parallel staff structure at each node of operation.

The use of split-based logistics requires both a
forward-deployed and a rear logistics operations center
whilé the organizations that perform these functions do
not have the requisite staffing to man both nodes.'*
Instead, personnel) are taken out-of-hide in order to
resource both of these centers.

Clearly, makeshift arrangements such as ithe out-

35




of-hide mauning of ad hoc logistics command and control
nodes do not serve to enhance logistics. Instead, if
split-based logistics operations are envisioned, it is
only sensible to staff them at a sufficient level to
support their operation at each node of control.

An additional lesson learned is in partial
remediation. The US Army has recognized the utility of
a qualified contracting officer to bes a key part of
deploying operations. Previously, these functions were
done by the garrison staff. After the Desert Shield
experience, the real value of having organic division
level contracting officers was recognized and is now
being acted on. 8Still, the need for procurement
specialists, especially as advance party members'*,
exists for lower lavel tactical formations. This is
particularly relevant if these formations deploy
separate from higher headquarters. The presence of
procurement specialists facilitates improvisation and
the innovative use of unusual sources in the
operational area. This also supports an ability to
supplement existing sources for supplies and services

on short notice, enhancing responsiveness.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The historical analysis has demonstrated that

technology plays a role in influencing the requirements
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for staff officers. Historically, a comnander has
derived the greatest advantage from a technological
innovation if he had appropriate staff representation
that could adviso him on the best use of that
particular technology. Basic stafting needs have
exhibited modifications over time, reflecting
conmanders’ recognition of a need for technological
expertise within the staff. Emerging developments in
information engineering and expert systems indicate
that a resident staff capabilify in each of these
tields is in order.

Doctrinal analysis and review of lessons learned
coupled with an examination of the requirements
associated with force projection and full-dimensional
operations, indicates that a shift in mission emphasis
has occurred. As the tasks associated with
deployability and operations other than war emerge in
importance, an examination of the staft structure used
to accomplish those tasks indicates that some
adjustments are in order. These adjustments reflect
the growing importance of logistical functions at the
level of execution.

The neaed for transportation expertise within the
staff continues at all levels. The division
transportation office should increase in size to

reflect an ability to conduct continuous, twenty four
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hour operations. This increase may include additional
transportation specialists (MOS 88N) that could
establish habitual supporting relationships with
brigade and/or battalion staffs and augment those
staffs during deployment. All deployable battalion or
brigade level staffs should have at least one member
formally trained as a Unit Movement Officer. This
individual could then be assisted in technical matters
by the transportation specialist that habitually
supports that unit from thae division staff.

A strong, imbedded civil affairs capability is a
necessity for the commander. Recognition of this
requirement precludes a short-term focus to military
opsrations and would especially benefit those units
involved in operation other than war.

The Army cannot continue to rely on the Reserve
Components (RC) as a panacea for realworld consgtraints
of personnel. The short term nature of present
operations precludes the effective integration and use
of RC personnel in supporting unit deployments. If a
requirement truly exists for particular expertise in a
specific area, such as civil affairs, it thsn needs to
be appropriately resourced. This carries over to other
traditionally RC-supplied activities that now have a
greater utility, such as RAOCS.

Continued assessment for the likelihood of joint,
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combined, and coalition operations indicates that an
increased liaison officer capability has merit. This
requirement, along with the realworld need for a staff
that can support continuous, twenty four hour
operations, implies a robustness and depth previously

not seen in traditional staff organizations.

CONCLUSION
"A good staff has the advantage of being
morcnlantinq than the genius of a single
nan Jomini'**

Commanders continue to grapple with uncertainty.
The staff is one device used by the commander to assist
in his continual struggle to discern reality from the
confusion and chaos of events. The emergence of nore
diverse issues and challenges concerning the use of
military force will increase in the post-Cold War
environment.'® In the midst of significant change,
it becomes especially important to limit ambiguity.
The staff can assist in clarifying uncertain and
unclear situations.

History demonstrates that there is a linkage
between the introduction and application of technology
and the use of resident staff expertise to advise a
commander on how to best use that technology. This

premise was borne by the historical analysis.

As the Army wrestles with change, it isa
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increasingly important to modify the existing staff
structure in order to assist the commander in mission
accomplishment. A review of the current tactical staff
and the shift to a force-projection army suggests a
need for staff modifications. Emerging technology also
influences these¢ adjustments. These changes would
enhance the staff’s ability to address the commander’s
needs.

The US continues to look to technology to provide
a theoretical leverage against a gquantitative advantage
of any opponent.'‘* Noting that technology is not an
end in itself, the fleeting advantages posed by one
particular force possessing a technology remain fairly
temporary in nature, and are best used when the limits
of that technology are fully understood.'** The use
of staff officers who understand and can apply
technology to a commander’s advantage are essential to
success in combined operations.

Just as technology offers a clue as to staffing
needs for the commanders, so too does the shift in the
Army’s focus. Moving from a forward-based strategy
that focusaed on the concerns of a bi-polar world,
emerging army missions and tasks now encompass the
realities of an expanded and evermore complex operation

environment.

The emerging significance of tasks associated with




force deployment, force development, coupled with
recent experiences in both combat operations and in
operations other than war leads to concerns about the
adequacy of the exiating staff structure. This is
particularly important in relation to the statf’s
ability to facilitate logistics, which has taken on new
importance. In view of increasingly varied mission
requirements, an examination of lessons learned
indicates a need for staffing adjustments, particularly
in the areas of transportation expertise, civil affairs
capability, liaison capability, and a more robust
logistical staff structure at the tactical level.

US Army forces are expectad to exhibit the
attributes of flexibility and agility cthroughout the
range of full-dimensional operations. They are done a
disservice when changes in the military and political
operating environments are not recognized. This
includes the necessity to provide them with an

efficient staff structure that supports thqir needs.
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